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D ate: July 0 7, 20 20

P ro g ram o r P ro ject T itle: Minnesota Trout Unlimited Coldwater Fish Habitat Enhancement & Restoration

Fund s  Reco mmend ed : $2,470 ,0 0 0

Manag er's  Name: John Lenczewski
O rg anizatio n: Minnesota Trout Unlimited
Ad d ress : P O Box 845
C ity: Chanhassen, MN 55317
O ff ice Numb er: 612-670-1629
Mo b ile Numb er: 612-670-1629
Email: jlenczewski@comcast.net
Web site: www.mntu.org

Leg is lative C itatio n: ML 20 13, C h. 137, Art. 1, S ec. 2, S ub d . 5(g )

Ap p ro p riatio n Lang uag e: $2,470,000 in the first year is to the commissioner of natural resources for an agreement with Minnesota Trout
Unlimited to restore and enhance coldwater river and stream habitats in Minnesota. A list of proposed land restorations and enhancements
must be provided as part of the required accomplishment plan.

C o unty Lo catio ns: Carlton, Cook, Dakota, Fillmore, Lake, Olmsted, St. Louis, and Winona.

Eco  reg io ns  in which wo rk  was  co mp leted :

Northern Forest
Southeast Forest
Prairie
Metro / Urban

Activity typ es:

Enhance

P rio rity reso urces  ad d ressed  b y activity:

Habitat

Summary of  Accomplishments:

Minnesota Trout Unlimited enhanced in-stream and riparian habitat for trout and other wildlife along more than 11 miles of coldwater
streams across the state. We far exceeded our original targets, enhancing habitat on 135 acres rather than 78. We completed 16
separate stream habitat projects. Leveraging other funding and efficiently contracting projects allowed us to add habitat projects and
adjust to changing conditions.

Process & Methods:

Using FY2014 funding from the Outdoor Heritage Fund (“OHF”), Minnesota Trout Unlimited (MNTU) completed sixteen projects
enhancing fish habitat in and along the following public waters (in these counties): 

1. Spruce Creek (Cook); 
2. Split Rock River (Lake); 
3. Miller Creek (St. Louis); 
4. Coffee Creek (St. Louis); 
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5. G arvin Brook (Winona); 
6. Trout Brook (Dakota); 
7. Blackhoof River (Carlton); 
8. Rush Creek (Winona); 
9. Mill Creek (Olmsted & Fillmore); 
10. Newburg Creek (Fillmore); 
11. Willow Creek (Fillmore).; 
12. Cedar Valley Creek (Winona); 
13. Pickwick Creek (Winona); 
14. Trout Run Creek (Winona). 

These projects were completed used methods similar to those used on projects completed by MNTU chapters in the past several years
and also incorporated new research to improve project designs and fish and wildlife benefits. 

The specific methods used on each stream varied depending upon the distinct natural resource characteristics of each watershed and
ecological region, the limiting factors identified for each stream, and the variations in the type and magnitude of poor land uses
practices within each watershed. Methods were tailored accordingly, using the best available science, in close consultation with
resource professionals within the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR). 

Purposes: Each project was designed and completed using techniques selected to accomplish one or more of the following purposes:
(a) increase or maintain adult trout abundance; (b) reduce stream bank erosion and associated sedimentation downstream; (c)
reconnect streams to their floodplains to reduce negative resource impacts from severe flooding; (d) increase natural reproduction of
trout and other aquatic organisms; (e) increase habitat and biodiversity for both invertebrates and other non-game species; (f) be long
lasting with minimal maintenance required; (g) improve angler access and participation; and (h) protect productive trout waters from
invasive species. 

Habitat enhancement methods: Methods used on each project included one or more of the following techniques: (1) sloping back
stream banks to both remove accumulated sediments eroded from uplands areas and better reconnect the stream to its floodplain; (2)
removing undesirable woody vegetation (invasive box elder, buckthorn, etc.) from riparian corridors to enable removal of accumulated
sediments, reduce competition with desirable plant and grass species, and allow beneficial energy inputs (sunlight) to reach the
streams; (3) stabilizing eroding stream banks using vegetation and/or rock; (4) selectively installing overhead and other in-stream cover
for trout; (5) installing soil erosion prevention measures; (6) mulching and seeding exposed stream banks (including with native prairie
plant species where appropriate and feasible); (7) improving or maintaining stream access roads and stream crossings to reduce
erosion; (8) fencing grassy riparian corridors, including in such a way as to facilitate managed grazing, in order to prevent damage from
over grazing; (9) placing large logs in northern forested streams to restore cover logs removed a half century or more ago; and (10) in
northern forested watersheds with little cold groundwater, planting desirable trees in riparian areas to provide shade for the stream
channel, help cool the water, and provide a source of future cover logs. 

Agricultural area example: Many streams in the agricultural areas of southern and central Minnesota have been negatively impacted by
many decades of poor land management practices. The projects in southeast Minnesota used the following approach to address this: 

Erosion has led to wider, shallower and warmer streams, as well as excessive stream side sediments which regularly erode, covering
food production and trout reproduction areas. In many cases shallow rooted invasive trees have taken over the riparian corridors, out
competing native vegetation which better secures soils, and reducing energy inputs to the stream ecosystem. To remedy this, a typical
enhancement project will involve several steps. First, invasive trees are removed from the riparian zone and steep, eroding banks are
graded by machinery to remove excess sediments deposited here from upland areas. Importantly, this reconnects the stream to its
floodplain. Since many of these agricultural watersheds still experience periodic severe flooding, select portions of the stream banks
are then reinforced with indigenous rock. In lower gradient watersheds, or watersheds where flows are more stable, little or no rock is
used. After enhancement work is completed the streams flow faster and become deeper, keeping them cooler and providing natural
overhead cover through depth and the scouring of sediments deposited by decades of erosion. 

Second, overhead cover habitat is created. Bank degradation and the removal of native prairie or hardwoods have dramatically
decreased protective overhead cover in the riparian zone. Two methods are used to remedy this situation: increasing the stream’s
depth, which alone provides natural cover to trout, and installing overhead cover structures in select stream banks. Wooden structures
or tree trunks are often installed into banks in hydraulically suitable locations and reinforced with rock as a way to restore or recreate
the undercut banks which had existed before settlement and agricultural land use altered the more stable flows which had gradually
created and maintained them. 

Finally, vegetation is reestablished in the re-graded riparian corridor to further stabilize banks and act as buffer strips to improve water
quality. Depending upon the specific site conditions, landowner cooperation, and agricultural use, native grasses and forbes are
planted along the stream corridors, although often mixed with fast sprouting annual grains to anchor soils the first year. Unusual
conditions in 2019 caused severe flooding in southeast MN which demonstrated that, due to the unique soils in southeast valley floors,
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more indigenous rock was needed on the toes of the stream banks on some projects. These changes were made where needed, while
staying within original budget. 

Taken together, these actions directly enhance physical habitat, and typically increase overall trout abundance, population structure,
the number of larger trout, and levels of successful natural reproduction. In addition to the benefits to anglers of increased trout
habitat and trout abundance, project benefits extending well downstream include reduced erosion and sedimentation, cooler water
temperatures, improved water quality and numerous benefits to aquatic and terrestrial wildlife populations. 

Explain Partners, Supporters, & Opposit ion:

The DNR Fisheries Section was an important partner on every project. We also partnered with the City of Chatfield, City of Duluth, the
Federal government and National Fish & Wildlife Foundation, Carlton County, Dakota County, and others to leverage and an additional
$543,900 which was expended on these Fy2014 projects. This allowed us to enhance 57 more acres of habitat than originally proposed
(for a total of 135, rather than 78), and to deal with drastically changed conditions caused by severe flooding and some unfortunate
timing. Partners helped us improve designs and project durability, and offered encouragement as we upgraded SE MN projects. We
received much support and encouragement from anglers, members, partners and average citizens.

Addit ional Comments:
Exceptional challenges, expectations, failures, opportunities, or unique aspects of program

Exceptionally rainy years during the grant period slowed construction and required more re-seeding and maintenance. Two-year
extended vegetation management and maintenance (“warranty”) provisions in our contracts addressed this. An unusual combination of
factors in spring 2019 led to severe flooding in southeast MN which revealed the need for additional enhancements. 

We had three experts (75+ years’ experience) in Driftless region habitat project work examine and critique each feature throughout
the length of the Rush Creek project, along with the project’s designer. Successes and failures were discussed, and improvements
explained. The design was revised and our project designer educated so that he could then apply the lessons to other projects. Design
changes included greater amounts of floodplain excavation, more use of indigenous rock at the toes of slopes, and adding “cross
vanes” to direct flow. Southeast MN projects were upgraded accordingly, and all work completed within the original budget.

Other Funds Received:

Not Listed

Ho w were the fund s  used  to  ad vanced  the p ro g ram:

Not Listed

What is the plan to sustain and/or maintain this work af ter the Outdoor Heritage Funds are
expended:

Each enhancement project was designed for long-term ecological and hydraulic stability. Once riparian vegetation becomes well
established, no significant maintenance is usually required in order to sustain the habitat outcomes for several decades. Reconnected
floodplains allow floodwater to quickly spread out and dissipate energy, reducing the destructive impact of floods. Flood waters
typically flatten stream side vegetation temporarily and do not damage the in-stream structures. However, vegetation capable of
holding soils well during floods can take 3 years, or longer (especially) in the thin mineral soils of northeast MN. For this reason, our
construction contracts have evolved to provide for inspection, maintenance and repair in the second and third years. Design
modifications and subsequent repairs/upgrades were made on southeast MN projects in 2019 which should increase durability. 

We anticipate that long-term monitoring of the integrity of the improvements will be done in conjunction with routine inspections and
biological monitoring conducted by local MNDNR staff, Trout Unlimited members, or landowners as appropriate. If there are significant
maintenance needs on a project, potential sources of funding and volunteer labor include Trout Unlimited, MNDNR maintenance
funding, and other grant funds and organizations. Trout Unlimited volunteers will help provide long-term monitoring and periodic labor.

Outcomes:
The original accomplishment plan stated the program would
P ro g rams in the no rthern fo rest reg io n:

Improved aquatic habitat indicators

Ho w wil l  the o utco mes b e measured  and  evaluated ?
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Improved aquatic habitat indicators can be measured through periodic fish population surveys conducted by the MNDNR. Because
environmental factors such as spring flooding influence populations region-wide, periodic surveys (including index stations) may be
needed to demonstrate the population increases. 

The percentage of exposed coarse substrates, such as gravel and cobble (versus sand and silt), can also be used measure improved
aquatic habitat. These coarser substrates provide habitat for aquatic insects, small fish and early life stages of trout. Numerous studies
have established the link between increased amounts of exposed gravel and cobble and increased aquatic health, including increased
trout numbers. 

P ro g rams in metro p o litan urb aniz ing  reg io n:

Improved aquatic habitat indicators

Ho w wil l  the o utco mes b e measured  and  evaluated ?

Improved aquatic habitat indicators can be measured through periodic fish population surveys conducted by the MNDNR. Because
environmental factors such as spring flooding influence populations region-wide, periodic surveys (including index stations) may be
needed to demonstrate the population increases. 

The percentage of exposed coarse substrates, such as gravel and cobble (versus sand and silt), can also be used measure improved
aquatic habitat. These coarser substrates provide habitat for aquatic insects, small fish and early life stages of trout. Numerous studies
have established the link between increased amounts of exposed gravel and cobble and increased aquatic health, including increased
trout numbers. 

P ro g rams in so utheast fo rest reg io n:

Improved aquatic habitat indicators

Ho w wil l  the o utco mes b e measured  and  evaluated ?

Improved aquatic habitat indicators can be measured through periodic fish population surveys conducted by the MNDNR. Because
environmental factors such as spring flooding influence populations region-wide, periodic surveys (including index stations) may be
needed to demonstrate the population increases. 

The percentage of exposed coarse substrates, such as gravel and cobble (versus sand and silt), can also be used measure improved
aquatic habitat. These coarser substrates provide habitat for aquatic insects, small fish and early life stages of trout. Numerous studies
have established the link between increased amounts of exposed gravel and cobble and increased aquatic health, including increased
trout numbers. 

P ro g rams in p rairie reg io n:

Improved condition of habitat on public lands

Ho w wil l  the o utco mes b e measured  and  evaluated ?

The one project originally proposed for this region could not be built due to changed circumstances. The amount originally planned for
this project was used in southeast forest region pursuant to a work plan amendment.
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Budget Spreadsheet

Final Budget line item reallocations are allowed up to 10% and do not need require an amendment to the Accomplishment Plan

Total Amount: $2,470,000

Bud g et and  C ash Leverag e

Budg et Name Request S pent Cash Leverag e
(anticipated)

Cash Leverag e
(received) Leverag e S o urce T o ta l

(o rig ina l) T o ta l (fina l)

Perso nnel $10 0 ,0 0 0 $76,30 0 $0 $0 $10 0 ,0 0 0 $76,30 0

Co ntra cts $998,0 0 0 $1,152,70 0 $0 $317,40 0 Federa l; City o f Duluth, City o f Cha tfie ld,
Ca rlto n Co unty; TU $998,0 0 0 $1,470 ,10 0

Fee Acquis itio n w/
PILT $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Fee Acquis itio n w/o
PILT $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Ea sement Acquis itio n $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Ea sement
Stewa rdship $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Tra ve l $20 ,0 0 0 $70 0 $0 $0 $20 ,0 0 0 $70 0
Pro fess io na l Services $675,0 0 0 $396,60 0 $0 $15,0 0 0 City O f Cha tfie ld; City o f Duluth $675,0 0 0 $411,60 0
Direct Suppo rt
Services $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

DNR La nd Acquis itio n
Co sts $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Ca pita l Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
O ther
Equipment/To o ls $2,0 0 0 $2,20 0 $0 $0 $2,0 0 0 $2,20 0

Supplies/Ma teria ls $675,0 0 0 $841,50 0 $0 $211,50 0 Federa l; City o f Duluth; MNDNR; Ca rlto n
Co unty; TU $675,0 0 0 $1,0 53,0 0 0

DNR IDP $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
To ta l $2,470 ,0 0 0 $2,470 ,0 0 0 $0 $543,90 0 $2,470 ,0 0 0 $3,0 13,90 0

P erso nnel

Po sitio n FT E O ver # o f years S pent Cash Leverag e Leverag e S o urce T o ta l
pro g ra m a dminis tra to r 0 .40 2.0 0 $60 ,50 0 $0 $60 ,50 0
wa terhsed directo r 0 .10 2.0 0 $12,70 0 $0 $12,70 0
pro g ra m a ss is ta nt 0 .25 2.0 0 $3,10 0 $0 $3,10 0

To ta l 0 .75 6.0 0 $76,30 0 $0 $76,30 0

Explain any budget challenges or successes:

We secured federal funding for the Blackhoof River and Trout Run Creek projects, allowing us to complete more, and larger scale,
work! But this required frustrating delays implementing a major channel stabilization/habitat project on the Blackhoof and, together
with very wet 2018 and 2019 construction seasons, required construction on Trout Run Creek through fall 2019. This in turn delayed
the close out of the grant. 

The flexibility and patience of LSOHC staff to allow us to change work plans, work sites, and internal budget category targets was
essential to enabling us to successfully maximize habitat outcomes. 

All revenues received by the recipient that have been generated f rom activit ies on land with money
f rom the OHF:
Total Revenue: $0
Revenue Spent: $0
Revenue Balance: $0

E. This is not applicable as there was no revenue generated.
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Output Tables

T ab le 1a. Acres  b y Reso urce T yp e

T ype Wetlands
(o rig ina l)

Wetlands
(fina l)

Pra iries
(o rig ina l)

Pra iries
(fina l)

Fo rest
(o rig ina l)

Fo rest
(fina l)

Habitats
(o rig ina l)

Habitats
(fina l)

T o ta l
(o rig ina l)

T o ta l
(fina l)

Resto re 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pro tect in Fee  with Sta te  PILT
Lia bility 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pro tect in Fee  W/O  Sta te  PILT
Lia bility 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pro tect in Ea sement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enha nce 0 0 0 0 0 0 78 135 78 135

To ta l 0 0 0 0 0 0 78 135 78 135

T ab le 2. T o tal  Fund ing  b y Reso urce T yp e

T ype Wetlands
(o rig ina l)

Wetlands
(fina l)

Pra iries
(o rig ina l)

Pra iries
(fina l)

Fo rest
(o rig ina l)

Fo rest
(fina l)

Habitats
(o rig ina l)

Habitats
(fina l)

T o ta l
(o rig ina l) T o ta l (fina l)

Resto re $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Pro tect in Fee  with Sta te
PILT Lia bility $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Pro tect in Fee  W/O  Sta te
PILT Lia bility $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Pro tect in Ea sement $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Enha nce $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,470 ,0 0 0 $2,470 ,0 0 0 $2,470 ,0 0 0 $2,470 ,0 0 0

To ta l $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,470 ,0 0 0 $2,470 ,0 0 0 $2,470 ,0 0 0 $2,470 ,0 0 0

T ab le 3. Acres  within each Eco lo g ical  S ectio n

T ype Metro  Urban
(o rig ina l)

Metro
Urban
(fina l)

Fo rest Pra irie
(o rig ina l)

Fo rest
Pra irie
(fina l)

S E Fo rest
(o rig ina l)

S E Fo rest
(fina l)

Pra irie
(o rig ina l)

Pra irie
(fina l)

N Fo rest
(o rig ina l)

N Fo rest
(fina l)

T o ta l
(o rig ina l)

T o ta l
(fina l)

Resto re 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pro tect in Fee  with
Sta te  PILT Lia bility 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pro tect in Fee  W/O
Sta te  PILT Lia bility 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pro tect in Ea sement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enha nce 7 7 0 0 44 78 11 0 16 50 78 135

To ta l 7 7 0 0 44 78 11 0 16 50 78 135

T ab le 4. T o tal  Fund ing  within each Eco lo g ical  S ectio n

T ype
Metro
Urban

(o rig ina l)

Metro
Urban
(fina l)

Fo rest
Pra irie

(o rig ina l)

Fo rest
Pra irie
(fina l)

S E Fo rest
(o rig ina l)

S E Fo rest
(fina l)

Pra irie
(o rig ina l)

Pra irie
(fina l)

N Fo rest
(o rig ina l)

N Fo rest
(fina l)

T o ta l
(o rig ina l) T o ta l (fina l)

Resto re $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Pro tect in Fee  with
Sta te  PILT Lia bility $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Pro tect in Fee  W/O
Sta te  PILT Lia bility $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Pro tect in
Ea sement $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Enha nce $255,0 0 0 $287,60 0 $0 $0 $1,640 ,0 0 0 $1,825,0 0 0 $285,0 0 0 $0 $290 ,0 0 0 $357,40 0 $2,470 ,0 0 0 $2,470 ,0 0 0
To ta l $255,0 0 0 $287,60 0 $0 $0 $1,640 ,0 0 0 $1,825,0 0 0 $285,0 0 0 $0 $290 ,0 0 0 $357,40 0 $2,470 ,0 0 0 $2,470 ,0 0 0

Automatic system calculation / not entered by managers
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T arg et Lake/S tream/River Feet o r Miles  (o rig inal)

7

T arg et Lake/S tream/River Feet o r Miles  ( f inal)

11.2 miles

Explain the success/shortage of  acre goals:

We exceeded our acreage and stream length targets by 70%  and 60%  respectively! This was due to contracting efficiencies, good
budget management and collaborations with partners. However, this would not have been possible without the flexibility and patience
of LSOHC staff to allow us to change work plans to capture leverage, shift work sites, and adjust internal budget category targets. This
flexibility is essential to enabling us to maximize habitat outcomes.
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Parcel List

Section 1 - Restore / Enhance Parcel List

Carlton
Name T RDS Acres T o ta l Co st Existing  Pro tectio n? Descriptio n

Bla ckho o f River 0 4717222 38 $263,90 0 Yes Enha nce  ha bita t fo r s tee lhea d, bro o k tro ut
a nd bro wn tro ut.

Cook
Name T RDS Acres T o ta l Co st Existing  Pro tectio n? Descriptio n

Spruce  Creek 0 60 0 2210 3 $18,40 0 Yes Enha nce  ha bita t fo r na tive , wild bro o k tro ut in
1,20 0  rea ch.

Dakota
Name T RDS Acres T o ta l Co st Existing  Pro tectio n? Descriptio n

Tro ut Bro o k 11317235 7 $287,60 0 Yes Enha nce  ha bita t fo r na tive  bro o k tro ut in
a ccess ible  co unty pa rk.

Fillmore
Name T RDS Acres T o ta l Co st Existing  Pro tectio n? Descriptio n

Mill Creek 10 41120 6 3 $69,10 0 Yes Enha nce  tro ut ha bita t in s tretch lo ca ted in
Cha tfie ld city pa rk.

Newburg  Creek 10 10 820 5 5 $192,30 0 Yes Enha nce  ha bita t fo r bro o k tro ut a s  well a s
bro wn tro ut.

Willo w Creek 10 21120 1 7 $126,20 0 Yes Enha nce  ha bita t fo r wild bro wn tro ut in 2,950
fo o t rea ch.

Lake
Name T RDS Acres T o ta l Co st Existing  Pro tectio n? Descriptio n

Split Ro ck River 0 550 9216 4 $15,10 0 Yes Enha nce  ha bita t a lo ng  1,90 0  rea ch fo r na tive
bro o k tro ut.

Olmsted
Name T RDS Acres T o ta l Co st Existing  Pro tectio n? Descriptio n

Mill Creek 10 512225 12 $372,70 0 Yes
Enha nce  5,20 0  fo o t seg ment fo r wild bro wn
tro ut to  co nnect 3.5  miles  o f co ntig uo us
ha bita t impro vement.

St. Louis
Name T RDS Acres T o ta l Co st Existing  Pro tectio n? Descriptio n

Co ffee  Creek 0 4915229 2 $50 ,60 0 Yes Enha nce  a nd reco nnect na tive  bro o k tro ut
ha bita t by da ylig hting  buried sectio n.

Miller Creek 0 4915229 3 $9,40 0 Yes Enha cne ha bita t in 1,30 0  rea ch da ma g eb by
flo o d, fo r wild bro o o k tro ut.

Winona
Name T RDS Acres T o ta l Co st Existing  Pro tectio n? Descriptio n

Ceda r Va lley Creek 10 60 6232 2 $48,30 0 Yes Enha nce  ha btia t fo r wild bro wn tro ut.
G a rvin Bro o k 10 60 820 4 1 $28,80 0 Yes Enha nce  ha bita t fo r wild bro wn tro ut.

G a rvin Bro o k 10 60 820 5 7 $125,20 0 Yes Enha nce  ha bita t fo r wild bro o k a nd bro wn
tro ut

Pickwick Creek 10 60 6226 11 $66,40 0 Yes Enha nce  tro ut ha bita t in 4,750  fo o t rea ch.

Rush Creek 10 50 8229 17 $50 8,70 0 Yes Enha nce  ha bita t in 1.4 mile  rea ch fo r wild
bro wn tro ut.

Tro ut Run Creek 10 210 231 13 $287,30 0 Yes Enha nce  ha bita t fo r wild bro wn tro ut in 5,60 0
fo o t rea ch.

Section 2 - Protect  Parcel List

No parcels with an activity type protect.

Section 2a - Protect  Parcel with Bldgs

No parcels with an activity type protect and has buildings.

Section 3 - Other Parcel Activity
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No parcels with an other activity type.
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Completed Parcel: Blackhoof River

# o f T o ta l Acres: 38
Co unty: Ca rlto n
T o wnship: 0 47
Rang e: 17
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 22
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 1680 0  (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): Bla ckho o f River
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $263,90 0

Page 11  o f 27



Completed Parcel: Cedar Valley Creek

# o f T o ta l Acres: 2
Co unty: Wino na
T o wnship: 10 6
Rang e: 0 6
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 32
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 10 75 (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): Ceda r Va lley Creek
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $48,30 0
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Completed Parcel: Coffee Creek

# o f T o ta l Acres: 2
Co unty: St. Lo uis
T o wnship: 0 49
Rang e: 15
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 29
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 50 0  (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): Co ffee  Creek
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $50 ,60 0
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Completed Parcel: Garvin Brook

# o f T o ta l Acres: 7
Co unty: Wino na
T o wnship: 10 6
Rang e: 0 8
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 0 5
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 2910  (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): G a rvin Bro o k
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $125,20 0
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Completed Parcel: Garvin Brook

# o f T o ta l Acres: 1
Co unty: Wino na
T o wnship: 10 6
Rang e: 0 8
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 0 4
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 70 0  (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): G a rvin Bro o k
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $28,80 0
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Completed Parcel: Mill Creek

# o f T o ta l Acres: 3
Co unty: Fillmo re
T o wnship: 10 4
Rang e: 11
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 0 6
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 120 0  (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): Mill Creek
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $69,10 0
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Completed Parcel: Mill Creek

# o f T o ta l Acres: 12
Co unty: O lmsted
T o wnship: 10 5
Rang e: 12
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 25
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 520 0  (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): Mill Creek
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $372,70 0
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Completed Parcel: Miller Creek

# o f T o ta l Acres: 3
Co unty: St. Lo uis
T o wnship: 0 49
Rang e: 15
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 29
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 130 0  (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): Miller Creek
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $9,40 0
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Completed Parcel: Newburg Creek

# o f T o ta l Acres: 5
Co unty: Fillmo re
T o wnship: 10 1
Rang e: 0 8
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 0 5
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 240 0  (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): Newburg  Creek
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $192,30 0
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Completed Parcel: Pickwick Creek

# o f T o ta l Acres: 11
Co unty: Wino na
T o wnship: 10 6
Rang e: 0 6
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 26
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 4750  (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): Pickwick Creek
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $66,40 0
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Completed Parcel: Rush Creek

# o f T o ta l Acres: 17
Co unty: Wino na
T o wnship: 10 5
Rang e: 0 8
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 29
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 740 0  (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): Rush Creek
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $50 8,70 0
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Completed Parcel: Split  Rock River

# o f T o ta l Acres: 4
Co unty: La ke
T o wnship: 0 55
Rang e: 0 9
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 16
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 190 0  (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): Split Ro ck River
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $15,10 0
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Completed Parcel: Spruce Creek

# o f T o ta l Acres: 3
Co unty: Co o k
T o wnship: 0 60
Rang e: 0 2
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 10
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 120 0  (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): Spruce  Creek
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $18,40 0
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Completed Parcel: Trout Brook

# o f T o ta l Acres: 7
Co unty: Da ko ta
T o wnship: 113
Rang e: 17
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 35
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 320 0  (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): Tro ut Bro o k
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $287,60 0
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Completed Parcel: Trout Run Creek

# o f T o ta l Acres: 13
Co unty: Wino na
T o wnship: 10 2
Rang e: 10
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 31
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 560 0  (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): Tro ut Run Creek
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $287,30 0
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Completed Parcel: Willow Creek

# o f T o ta l Acres: 7
Co unty: Fillmo re
T o wnship: 10 2
Rang e: 11
Directio n: 2
S ectio n: 0 1
# o f Acres: Wetlands/Upland:
# o f Acres: Fo rest:
# o f Acres: Pra irie/G rass land:
Amo unt o f S ho rline: 2950  (Linea r Feet)
Name o f Adjacent Bo dy o f Water (if applicable): Willo w Creek
Has there been s ig nag e erected at the s ite: Yes
T o ta l co st o f Resto ratio n/Enhancement: $126,20 0
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